
 

 

 

 

 

 

2016 STATE OF GEORGIA 

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO 

FAIR HOUSING CHOICE 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FINAL REPORT 

MARCH 31, 2016 
 

  



 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

2016 STATE OF GEORGIA  

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Prepared for the: 
State of Georgia Department of Community Affairs 

 

 

Prepared by: 

Western Economic Services, LLC 

212 SE 18th Avenue 

Portland, OR 97214 

Phone: (503) 239-9091 
Toll Free: (866) 937-9437 

Fax: (503) 239-0236 
  

Website: http://www.westernes.com 
 

 

 

Final Report 

 

March 31, 2016 

 

  



 

 

 



 

2016 State of Georgia  Final Report 

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice i March 31, 2016 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

SECTION I. INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1 

SECTION II.  JURISDICTIONAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION 15 
Demographic data 15 
Employment data 27 
Income data 31 
Housing profile 36 

SECTION III.  FAIR HOUSING LAW, STUDY, AND CASE REVIEW 55 
Fair Housing Laws 55 
Fair Housing in the United States 56 
Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing in Georgia 61 

SECTION IV. REVIEW OF THE EXISTING FAIR HOUSING STRUCTURE 67 
Complaint Process Review 67 
Fair Housing Agencies 68 

SECTION V. FAIR HOUSING IN THE PRIVATE SECTOR 75 
Lending Policies and Practices Analysis 75 
Fair Housing Complaints 102 
Fair Housing Survey Ɗ Private Sector Results 110 

SECTION VI. FAIR HOUSING IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR 115 
Public Services 115 
Policies and Codes 120 
Fair Housing Survey Ɗ Public Sector Results 121 

SECTION VII.  PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 125 
Fair Housing Survey 125 
Fair Housing Citizens Survey 127 
Fair Housing Forums and Public Input Meetings 135 
Public Review Period 140 

SECTION VIII.  LOCAL APPROACHES TO FAIR HOUSING 143 

SECTION IX. GLOSSARY 149 

APPENDICES 153 
Appendix A. Community Reinvestment Act Data 153 
Appendix B. Fair Housing Survey Open Questions 157 
Appendix C. Minutes from the First Fair Housing Focus Group 189 
Appendix D. Minutes from the Second Fair Housing Focus Group 205 
Appendix E. Minutes from the Third Fair Housing Focus Group 225 
Appendix F. Minutes from 2015 Athens Fair Housing Forum 241 
Appendix G. Minutes from 2015 Blakely Fair Housing Forum 245 
Appendix H. Minutes from 2015 Carrollton Fair Housing Forum 259 
Appendix I. Minutes from 2015 Dalton Fair Housing Forum 269 
Appendix J. Minutes from 2015 Hinesville Fair Housing Forum 277 
Appendix K. Minutes from 2015 Rome Fair Housing Forum 285 
Appendix L. Comments from PHA Outreach Committee Meetings 291 
Appendix M. Comments from Grantee Outreach Committee Meetings 299 
Appendix N. Additional HMDA Tables 305 
Appendix O. Additional AFFH Documentation 315 



 

2016 State of Georgia  Final Report 

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice ii  March 31, 2016 

 

 



 
 

2016 State of Georgia  Final Report 

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 1  March 31, 2016 

SECTION I. INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The objective of the 2016 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI) process was 

to research, analyze, and identify prospective impediments to fair housing choice throughout 

non-entitlement areas of the State. To ensure an accurate evaluation of current fair housing 

conditions, the AI includes a review of demographic and housing market data, relevant 

legislation, policies and practices affecting fair housing, public education and outreach 

efforts and direct community involvement through surveys, public forums, webinars and 

focus groups. The goal of the completed AI is to suggest actions that the State can consider 

when working toward eliminating or mitigating the identified impediments .  

 

General 

 

Federal fair housing statutes are largely covered by the following three pieces of U.S. 

legislation: 

 

1. The Fair Housing Act, 

2. The Housing Amendments Act, and 

3. The Americans with Disabilities Act. 

 

The federal Fair Housing Act, 42 U.S.C. § 3608(e)(5), requires the Secretary of the United 

States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to administer its housing and 

urban development programs in a manner to affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH). All  

jurisdictions that are direct HUD -funded recipients of Community Development Program 

funds are required to conduct an assessment of its barriers to housing choice and develop a 

plan for overcoming the impediments identified.  The purpose of fair housing law is to protect 

` odqrnmƍr qhfgs sn nvm+ rdkk+ otqbg`rd+ nq qdms gntrhmf ne ghr nq gdq bgnhbdwithout fear of 

unlawful discrimination. The goal of fair housing law is to allow everyone equal access to 

housing. 

 

In regards to the housing and community development programs it administers, such as 

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME Investment Partnerships (HOME), 

Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG), and Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS 

(HOPWA), HUD requires a single consolidated planning process and application cycle 

(Consolidated Plan)1 for states and local jurisdictions that receive direct funding allocated from 

HUD (entitlement communities). These recipients are required to certify that they are 

affirmatively furthering fair housing. In the State of Georgia, the following entitlement cities and 

counties must certify that they are affirmatively furthering fair housing (AFFH): 

 
Albany 

Athens-Clarke County 

Atlanta 

Augusta-Richmond County 

Brunswick 

Columbus 

Dalton 

Gainesville 

Hinesville  

Macon 

Marietta 

Rome 

Roswell 

Sandy Springs City 

Savannah 

Smyrna City 

Valdosta 

Warner Robins  

Cherokee County 

Clayton County 

Cobb County 

DeKalb County 

Fulton County 

Gwinnett County 

Henry County 

                                                 
1 The regulations governing the Consolidated Plan: 24 C.F.R. § 91.225(a)(1 
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The Georgia Department of Community Affairs (DCA) certifies for the remainder of the state, 

gdqdhm qdedqqdc sn `r Əmnm-dmshskdldms `qd`rƐ- 

 

Although the AFFH obligation of an entitlement or non-entitlement community arises in 

connection with the receipt of federal funding, its AFFH obligation is not restricted to the 

design and operation of HUD -funded programs at the state or local level. The AFFH obligation 

extends to all housing and housing-related activities in the jurisdictional area whether publicly 

or privately funded. As HUD noted in its recent AFFH rule2, the Fair Housing Act not only 

prohibits discrimination but, in conjunction with other statutes, chqdbsr GTCƍr oqnfq`l

participants to take steps proactively to overcome historic patterns of segregation, promote fair 

housing choice, and foster inclusive communities for all.  

 

Therefore, each jurisdiction must certify that it will affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH), 

which requires: 1) conducting an analysis to identify impediments to fair housing  choice;  2) 

taking appropriate  action to  overcome  the effects of any identified impediments; and, 3) 

maintaining AFFH records reflecting the analysis and the actions in this regard. The Analysis of 

Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI) is a HUD-mandated review of impediments to fair 

housing choice in the public and private sector. Its submission is a required component of any 

required Consolidated Plan as implemented every three to five years.3 

 

The AI involves: 

¶ A review of a itqhrchbshnmƍr laws, regulations, and administrative policies, procedures 

and practices; 

¶ An  assessment of how those laws, policies and practices affect the location availability  

and accessibility of housing; 

¶ An assessment of conditions, both public and private, affecting fair housing choices for all 

protected classes; and, 

¶ An assessment of the availability  of affordable and accessible housing. 

 

According to HUD, the purposes of the AI are to: 

¶ serve as the substantive, logical basis for the Fair Housing Plan; 

¶ provide essential and detailed information to policy makers, administrative staff, housing 

providers, lenders, and fair housing advocates; and, 

¶ assist in building public support for fair housing efforts both within an entitlement 

itqhrchbshnmƍr boundaries and beyond. 
 

The HUD  Fair Housing Planning Guide (March, 1996) states that impediments to fair housing 

choice are: 

 

¶ Any actions, omissions, or decisions taken because of race, color, religion, sex, 

disability, familial status, or national origin which restrict housing choices or the 

                                                 
2 24 C.F.R. §§5, 91, 92, et. al. (2015) 
3 See 24 C.F.R. §§ 91.235(c)(4)(PHAs/nonprofits), 91.255(a)(1)(local jurisdictions), 91.325(a)(1)(state jurisdictions), and 

91.425(a)(1)(I)(consortiums).  124 C.F.R. §§ 1, 4, 6.4, 91.225, and 570.601.  See also, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development, Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity, Fair Housing Planning Guide, vol. 1, chapter 1, section 1.2, 1-3 (March 

1996).2 78 Fed. Reg. 43710 (July 19, 2013). 
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availability of housing choices 

¶ Any actions, omissions, or decisions which have the effect of restricting housing 

choices or the availability of housing choices on the basis of race, color, religion, 

sex, disability, familial status, or national origin. 

 

In addition, HUD interprets the broad objectives of affirmatively furthering fair housing to 

include: 

 

¶ Ə@m`kxyhmf `mc vnqjhmf sn dkhlhm`sdhousing discrimination in the jurisdiction; 

¶ Promoting fair housing choice for all persons; 

¶ Providing opportunities for racially and ethnically inclusive patterns of housing 

occupancy; 

¶ Promoting housing that is physically accessible to, and usable by, all persons, 

particularly individuals with disabilities; and 

¶ Enrsdqhmf bnlokh`mbd vhsg sgd mnmchrbqhlhm`shnm oqnuhrhnmr ne sgd E`hq Gntrhmf @bs-Ɛ5F7F

4 

 

In sum, an analysis of impediments to fair housing choice is more than a catalog of prohibitive 

policies or illegal acts. The analysis must identify those systemic and structural issues that limit 

the ability of people to take advantage of the full range of housing which should be available to 

them. In addition, it is essential to distinguish between fair housing and housing production. 

Fair housing protections at the federal level do not include consideration of income and do not 

address housing affordability outside the context of housing discrimination. While lack of 

affordable housing can be a significant concern to policymakers, it is not, on its own, a fair 

housing challenge unless members of protected classes face this issue disproportionately. In 

fact, a large increase in affordable units in close proximity to one another can contribute to a 

challenge for fair housing choice in some cases, such as the concentration of racial or ethnic 

minorities. 

 

WHO  CONDUCTED THE AI 

 

This report was prepared by Western Economics Services, LLC (WES) on behalf of the Georgia 

Department of Community Affairs (DCA). WES is an economic and community development 

consultant with over twenty years of experience in conducting analyses of impediments to fair 

housing choice for local jurisdictions, counties, multi -county regions, states, and insular areas 

throughout the country. 

 

FUNDING  

 
Funding for the AI was provided f r o m  a combination of GTCƍr CDBG, HOME and 

Housing Choice Voucher funds for administrative activities. 

 

  

                                                 
4 Fair Housing Planning Guide, p.1-3. 
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GEOGRAPHIC SCOPE OF THE ANALYSIS 
 

This AI addresses the status of fair housing within non-entitlement areas of the State of Georgia. 

Map I.1 on the following page displays the State of Georgia along with the areas encompassed 

ax sgd rs`sdƍr 14 dmshskdldms itqhrchbshnms, which are white on this map. 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 

General Overview 

 

The AI process involves a thorough examination of a variety of data related to housing, 

particularly for persons who are protected under fair housing laws. This analysis involved both 

the collection and analysis of raw data that did not previously exist and the review of existing 

data and studies. The data were then evaluated using quantitative analysis, or the evaluation of 

objective, measurable, and numerical data, and qualitative analysis, or the evaluation and 

assessment of subjective data such as indivhct`krƍ adkhder+ eddkhmfr+ `sshstcdr+ nohmhnmr+ `mc

experiences. 

 

Quantitative Analysis 

 

Quantitative sources used in analyzing fair housing choice in the State of Georgia included: 
 

¶ Socio-economic and housing data from the U.S. Census Bureau,  

¶ Employment data from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics,  

¶ Economic data from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis,  

¶ Investment data gathered in accordance with the Community Reinvestment Act, 

¶ Home loan application data from the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, and 

¶ Housing complaint data from HUD. 
 

Geographic analyses of racial and ethnic population distributions were conducted by 

calculating race or ethnicity as the percentage of total population and then plotting the data on 

a geographic map of Census tracts in the State of Georgia. For the purposes of this AI, maps 

were produced for several racial and ethnic groups based on both 2000 and 2010 Census data 

in order to examine how the concentrations of these populations changed over time. Five-year 

ACS estimates from 2013 were also used for select maps. 

 

Additional AI sources include the American Community Survey data averages from 2009 

through 2013, employment and income information, home mortgage application data, 

business lending data, fair housing complaint information, surveys of housing industry experts 

and stakeholders, and related information found in the public domain. Data from these sources 

detail population, personal income, poverty, housing units by tenure, cost burdens, and 

housing conditions. Other data were drawn from records provided by the Bureau of Labor 

Statistics, the Bureau of Economic Analysis, and a variety of other sources.  
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Map I.1 
Georgia Study Area 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 
2010 Census Tigerline Data 
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Qualitative Analysis 

 

Qualitative research included evaluation of relevant existing fair housing research and national 

and state fair housing legal cases. Additionally, this research included the evaluation of 

information gathered from several public input opportunities conducted in relation to this AI. 

This also included the 2015 State of Georgia Fair Housing Survey, regular meetings with 

members of the Grantee Outreach Committee and Public Housing Authority Outreach 

Committee, six fair housing focus groups, and six fair housing forums. In addition, this AI 

includes input from public housing authorities, recipients, city officials, residents, stakeholder 

groups, and key persons involved in the housing and community development industry, and 

particularly, fair housing. The surveys and various public involvement efforts, such as a series 

of four technology-a`rdc lddshmfr 'Əvdahm`qrƐ( vhsg sgd otakhb gntrhmf `tsgnqhsx ntsqd`bg

committee, three fair housing focus groups, six fair housing forums, and seven DCA-hosted fair 

housing outreach events, were conducted to gather information from consumers and various 

sectors of the housing industry about their experiences and perceptions of housing 

discrimination and their knowledge of fair housing laws and services.   

 

The following narrative provides a brief description of key data sources employed for the 2016 

AI for the State of Georgia: 
 

Review of Fair Housing Laws, Studies, and Cases 
 

Georgia residents are protected from discrimination in the housing market by laws at the 

federal and state level.5 These laws prohibit discrimination on the same bases identified in the 

edcdq`k k`v- Fdnqfh`ƍr gntrhmf chrbqhlhm`shnm k`v g`r addm itcfdc sn ad Ərtars`msh`kkx

dpthu`kdmsƐ sn sgd edcdq`k EG@+ vghbg `kknvr enq GTC-subsidized, state-level enforcement of 

fair housing law through the Fair Housing Assistance Program (FHAP). The Georgia 

Commission on Equal Opportunity (GCEO) formerly served state residents in this capacity; 

however, the GCEO ceased to participate in the FHAP in 2012, though it is currently working 

to recertify as a FHAP agency. 

 

Since the early 1970s the FHA has consistently been interpreted to apply to laws and policies 

that are apparently neutral with respect to protected class status, but which nevertheless 

Ə`bst`kkx nqpredictably6Ɛ qesult in discrimination. In 2013, HUD finalized a rule formalizing its 

interpretation of discriminatory effects liability under the FHA. That interpretation was 

reaffirmed in a June 25, 2015 Supreme Court decision in Texas Department of Housing and 

Community Affairs v. Inclusive Communities Project, Inc. That case originated in a lawsuit 

`f`hmrs sgd Sdw`r Cdo`qsldms ne Gntrhmf `mc Bnlltmhsx @ee`hqr 'Əsgd Cdo`qsldmsƐ( nm sgd

grounds that the process by which it awarded low income housing tax credits had the effect of 

concentrating affordable housing in areas with high concentrations of minority residents. In 

bringing the suit, the Inclusive Communities project relied in part on the disparate impact 

theory, and it was that theory that the Department sought to challenge in asking the Supreme 

                                                 
5 The State of Georgia has a fair housing law that parallels the federal Fair Housing Act at O.C.G.A. § 8-3-200 et seq. As a general rule, 

state and local governments may enact fair housing laws that extend protection to other groups as well. Georgia law extends fair housing 

protections to the same groups that are currently recognized under federal law. In addition, §8-3-11/ Fdnqfh`ƍr rtate code prohibits 

Əonkhshb`k rtachuhrhnmZr\ ne sgd rs`sdƐ eqnl `cnoshmf e`hq gntrhmf nqchm`mbdr sg`s dwsdmc oqnsdbsdc bk`rr rs`str sn hmchuhct`ls who are not 

currently protected under the Georgia Fair Housing Law. 
6 United States v. City of Black Jack, Missouri, 508 F.2d 1179, 1184 (8th Cir. 1974) It was racial discrimination, specifically, that was at 

issue in this case. 
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Court to hear the case. Ultimately, the Court held that individuals, businesses, and government 

agencies could be held liable for the disparate impacts of their policies. 

 

Soon after the Supreme Court reached its decision, HUD announced a final rule significantly 

revamping its long-standing requirement to affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH). In 

developing and finalizing this rule, HUD has substantially revised the AFFH process by: (1) 

replacing the analysis of impediments with the assessment of fair housing (AFH), (2) integrating 

fair housing planning into the consolidated planning process, and (3) providing a fair housing 

assessment tool and nationally standardized datasets, among other changes. Generally 

speaking, the new rule will apply to local entitlement jurisdictions that are due to submit their 

next Consolidated Plan on or after January 1, 2017. For smaller entitlement jurisdictions, as 

well as states and insular areas, the new rule will apply to those set to submit their next 

Consolidated Plan on or after January 1, 2018. Until jurisdictions are required to submit an 

AFH, they are required to continue submitting analyses of impediments. 

 

Under certain circumstances, the United States Department of Justice will file a fair housing 

complaint on behalf of residents who believe that they have suffered unlawful discrimination in 

the housing market. The Justice Department has filed ten such complaints against housing 

providers in the state over the last ten years, half of which alleged discrimination on the basis 

of race or color. Disability was the next most common complaint basis, cited in four 

complaints, and sex and familial status were each cited in a single complaint. 

 

Georgia is the origin of the Supreme Court decision in Olmstead v. LC. which held that people 

with disabilities have the right to live in the least restrictive and most integrated settings. The 

Olmstead decision also mandates that states develop comprehensive plans to end unnecessary 

institutionalization of people with disabilities. Georgia was one of several states sued by the 

Department of Justice (DOJ) asserting an overreliance on segregated, institutional settings for 

persons living with disabilities. In 2010 DOJ entered into a Settlement Agreement with the 

Georgia Department of Behavioral Health and Developmental Disabilities (DBHDD). The 

Settlement Agreement requires the State to show the capacity to provide community-based 

long term care services and affordable housing to two discrete populations as follows: 

1. Nine thousand (9000) individuals with severe and persistent mental illness, and/or co-

occurring substance abuse disorders, who are currently served in state hospitals, 

frequently admitted into state hospitals, frequently seen in hospital emergency rooms, 

chronically homeless, at risk of being homeless and who are being released from jails 

or prisons; and 

2. people with developmental disabilities transitioning from institutions or at risk of being 

institutionalized. 

 

The Settlement Agreement also requires various strategies to develop normalized integrated 

community living options for individuals living with disabilities with access to voluntary 

supportive services. In addition to embracing its role in creating housing opportunities, Georgia 

seeks to support the broader goals of community integration expressed in the Olmstead 

decision. To that end, Georgia has been deliberate in developing new housing options for 

people disabilities in integrated settings. 
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Fair Housing Survey 
 

HUD recommends that surveys be conducted during the AI process to gain input for the public 

regarding perceived impediments to fair housing choice in an area. As such, the State elected 

to utilize two survey instruments as a means to encourage public input in the AI process. The 

surveys targeted individuals involved in the housing arena and ordinary citizens. In addition to 

gathering data, these surveys were utilized to help promote public involvement throughout the 

AI process. The 2015 State of Georgia Fair Housing Survey, an internet-based instrument, 

received 739 responses; and the Citizens Survey received 247 responses. 

 

The surveys were designed to address a wide variety of issues related to fair housing and 

affirmatively furthering fair housing. The following narrative summarizes key survey themes 

and data that were addressed in the survey instrument. 

 

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 
 

To examine possible fair housing issues in the home mortgage market, Home Mortgage 

Disclosure Act (HMDA) data were analyzed. The HMDA was enacted by Congress in 1975 and 

has since been amended several times. It is intended to provide the public with loan data that 

can be used to determine whether financial institutions are serving the housing credit needs of 

their communities and to assist in identifying possible discriminatory lending patterns. HMDA 

requires lenders to publicly disclose the race, ethnicity, and sex of mortgage applicants, along 

with loan application amounts, household income, the Census tract in which the home is 

located, and information concerning prospective lender actions related to the loan application. 

For this analysis, HMDA data from 2004 through 2013 were analyzed, with the measurement 

of denial rates by Census tract and by race and ethnicity of applicants the key research 

objectives. These data were also examined to identify the groups and geographic areas most 

likely to encounter higher denial rates and receive loans with unusually high interest rates. 
 

Fair Housing Complaint Data 
 

Housing complaint data were used to analyze discrimination in the renting and selling of 

housing. HUD provided fair housing complaint data for the State from 2004 through 2014. 

This information included the basis, or protected class pursuant to the complaint; the issue, or 

prospective discriminatory action, pursuant to the grievance; and the closure status of the 

alleged fair housing infraction, which relates to the result of the investigation. The review of 

535 fair housing complaints from within non-entitlement areas of the State allowed for 

inspection of the relative degree and frequency of certain types of fair housing complaints, and 

the degree to which such complaints were found to be with cause. Analysis of complaint data 

focused on determining which protected classes may have been disproportionately impacted 

by housing discrimination based on the number of complaints, while acknowledging that many 

individuals may be reluctant to step forward with a fair housing complaint for fear of retaliation 

or similar repercussion. Additional complaint data were provided by the Georgia Commission 

on Equal Opportunity and the Savannah-Chatham Fair Housing Council. 
 

Local and County Analyses of Impediments 

 

The analysis presented in this document was supplemented by a review of five analyses of 

impediments to fair housing choice that have been submitted by local and county entitlement 
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jurisdictions in the state over the past five years.7 This review allowed for the identification of 

common trends and patterns in fair housing throughout the state, as well as to highlight 

differing approaches that those jurisdictions have taken to address the challenges identified.  

 

The most common challenges included limitations on the supply and placement of affordable 

housing units, lack of sufficient fair housing education, and a lack of local fair housing 

enforcement and infrastructure. Other common impediments identified in at least two of the 

local and county AIs pertained to public transportation, restrictive zoning provisions, 

NIMBYism, home lending, and difficulties facing residents with disabilities. All of these issues 

hcdmshehdc `s sgd knb`k kdudk qdekdbs hrrtdr sg`s `qd oqdrdms hm sgd rs`sdƍr mnm-entitlement areas. 

 

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing in Georgia 

 

Included in the current AI study was a summary of actions that the state has taken to address 

impediments to fair housing choice identified in the 2008 AI and subsequent planning 

documents. The State identified four impediments in total, relating to a general lack of 

knowledge of fair housing law and policy, limited supportive housing options for residents with 

disabilities, difficulties that individuals with limited English proficiency face in the housing 

market, and concentrations of racial and ethnic-minority households and households living in 

poverty. Though some of these challenges have proven persistent, the State has implemented a 

variety of policies and approaches to address the identified impediments, through public 

outreach and education, commitment of resources, and program design. These efforts are 

summarized in Section III of this report, and excerpts of planning documents detailing these 

efforts are included in Appendix O. The State will continue to build upon these efforts in 

addressing impediments identified in the current study, supplementing those efforts with 

`bshnmr ntskhmdc adknv tmcdq ƏHlodchldmsr sn E`hq Gntrhmf Bgnhbd `mc Rtffdrsdc @bshnmr-Ɛ  

 

Public Outreach 

 

Efforts to secure public participation during the AI process included Fair Housing Forum and 

Otakhb Ntsqd`bg lddshmfr hm d`bg ne sgd rs`sdƍs 12 service delivery regions; two fair housing 

surveys, one targeting housing professionals, housing and community advocates, and other 

stakeholders and the other designed to assess the experience of residents in general; and an 

extended public review period that began in late December of 2015 and ran through February 

28, 2016. Though HUD requires that the public be afforded at least thirty days to review AI 

documents, the State elected to provide an additional month to allow interested parties a 

chance to fully review the document and provide feedback and recommendations. 

 

RESEARCH CONCLUSIONS 
 

The final list of impediments to fair housing choice in the State of Georgia was drawn from all 

primary and secondary data sources using both quantitative and qualitative analysis, and was 

a`rdc nm GTCƍr cdehmhshnm ne `m hlodchldms sn e`hq gntrhmf bgnhbd `s any action, omission, or 

decision that affects housing choice because of protected class status. The determination of 

                                                 
7 Included in this review were AIs from the City of Atlanta (2013), the City of Warner Robins (2011), the City of Rome (2013), the City of 

Dalton (2014), and Gwinnett County (2015). 
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qualification as an impediment was derived from the frequency and severity of occurrences 

drawn from quantitative and qualitative data evaluation and findings. 

 

IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE AND SUGGESTED ACTIONS 
 

Private Sector Impediments, Suggested Actions, and Measurable Objectives 

 

Impediment 1: Discrimination based on race and disability in the rental markets. This 

impediment was identified through the review of fair housing complaints filed with HUD and 

the Georgia Commission on Equal Opportunity (GCEO), as well as through the review of the 

2015 State of Georgia Fair Housing Survey. 

 

Action 1.1: Conduct outreach and education concerning fair housing law and policy for 

k`mcknqcr `mc oqnodqsx l`m`fdqr vgn `qd o`qshbho`shmf hm CB@ƍr Gntrhmf

Programs throughout the state. 

Measurable Objective 1.1: The number of outreach and education sessions conducted 

and the number of participants in those sessions. 

 

Impediment 2: Failure to make reasonable accommodation or modification in the rental 

markets. This impediment was identified through the review of fair housing complaint data 

from HUD and the GCEO and responses to the 2015 Fair Housing Survey. 

 

Action 2.1: Conduct outreach and education within DCA's housing programs 

concerning fair housing, Section 504 and ADA law for landlords and property 

l`m`fdqr sgqntfgnts sgd rs`sd+ enbtrhmf nm sgd k`vƍr qdpthqdldmsr `r vdkk `r

common misconceptions about those requirements. 

Measurable Objective 2.1: The number of outreach and education sessions conducted 

and the number of participants in those sessions. 

 

Impediment 3: Black and Hispanic home loan applicants are denied more frequently than 

white and non-Hispanic applicants. This impediment was identified through the review of data 

f`sgdqdc tmcdq sgd Gnld Lnqsf`fd Chrbknrtqd @bs 'ƏGLC@ c`s`Ɛ( `mc qdronmrdr sn sgd 1/04

Fair Housing Survey.  

 

Action 3.1: Conduct financial management outreach and education, through 

collaboration with housing counseling agencies, home buyer education entities 

and other partner organizations like the Georgia Student Finance Commission 

(GSFC) relating to credit and ways to build and maintain good credit. 

Measurable Objective 3.1: The number of outreach and education sessions conducted 

and the number of participants. 

Action 3.2 Create and implement a training for new lenders with the Georgia Dream 

oqnfq`l `mc dwhrshmf kdmcdqr nm CB@ƍr kdmcdq `cuhrnqx an`qc qdk`sdc sn the 

Supreme Court decision on disparate impact as it relates to race and ethnicity 

and the possible effect on lending laws and regulations. Also disseminate 

hmenql`shnm uh` CB@ƍr kdmcdq `cuhrnqx mdvrkdssdq- 

Measurable Objective 3.2: The record of the training provided to new and existing 

lenders that partner with DCA on disparate impact and any assessments that 
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those lending institutions may offer to identify sources of discrepancies in loan 

denial rates. 

 

Impediment 4: Female applicants have a higher denial rate than male applicants in rural 

Georgia home purchase markets. This impediment was also identified through the review of 

HMDA data. 

 

Action 4.1: Conduct financial management outreach and education, through 

collaboration with housing counseling and home buyer education agencies as 

well as other partners like GSFC, relating to credit and ways to build and 

maintain good credit. 

Measurable Objective 4.1: The number of outreach and education sessions conducted 

and the number of participants. 

Action 4.2.: Provide training to new and existing lending partners with DCA on 

disparate impact related to differing lending rates by gender and share the results 

of the AI. Chrrdlhm`sd hmenql`shnm `s CB@ƍr kdmcdq `cuhrnqx an`qc lddshmf `mc

via the lender advisory newsletter. 

Measurable Objective 4-19 Sgd qdbnqc ne sq`hmhmf oqnuhcdc sn CB@ƍr mdv `mc dwhrshmf

lending partners throughout the state on disparate impact of lending practices 

and differential loan rates and gender. 

 

Impediment 5: Limited access to fair housing enforcement entities throughout rural areas of 

the state. Sghr hlodchldms v`r hcdmshehdc sgqntfg sgd qduhdv ne sgd rs`sdƍr e`hq gntrhmf

enforcement entities, as well as in consultation with stakeholders who participated in public 

outreach sessions during the AI process, including the 2015 Fair Housing Focus Groups and 

Forums. 

 

Action 5.1: Compile a statewide database of local private organizations that provide fair 

housing complaint referral or other fair housing services.  Include information 

on these enshshdr `mc e`hq gntrhmf k`vr `mc toc`sdr hm CB@ƍr btqqdms

communications through newsletters  to promote the dissemination of 

information concerning developments in fair housing policy and trends in fair 

housing enforcement and complaints. 

Measurable Objective 5.1: Compilation of the database utilizing existing channels of 

communications concerning fair housing law. Note: The database will likely be 

compiled on an ongoing basis as more local providers are identified. 
 

Impediment 6: Need for additional f air housing outreach and education. This impediment 

was identified in consultation with stakeholders who participated in the 2015 Fair Housing 

Focus Groups and Forum presentations, as well as through the review of responses to the 2015 

Fair Housing Survey. 

 

Action 6.1: Conduct outreach and education pertaining to fair housing, in partnership 

with local public housing agencies and non-profit and civic organizations, 

targeting housing providers and consumers. 

Measurable Objective 6.1: The number of outreach and education sessions conducted, 

and the number of participants in those training sessions. 
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Action 6.2: Design and implement an outreach campaign to publicize fair housing law 

and policy during fair housing month (April) of every year. 

Measurable Objective 6.2: The materials developed for the outreach campaign and the 

number of publications or websites through which those materials are 

distributed and publicized. 

 

Public Sector Impediments, Suggested Actions, and Measurable Objectives 

 

Impediment 1: Limited presence of fair housing enforcement entities in rural Georgia. This 

hlodchldms v`r hcdmshehdc sgqntfg sgd qduhdv ne sgd rs`sdƍr e`hq gntrhmf dmenqbdldms dmshshdr+

as well as in consultation with stakeholders who participated in public outreach sessions 

during the AI process, including the 2015 Fair Housing Focus Groups and Forums. 

 

Action 1.1: Compile a statewide database of local private organizations that provide fair 

housing complaint referral or other fair housing services. Include information on 

sgdrd dmshshdr `mc e`hq gntrhmf k`vr `mc toc`sdr hm CB@ƍr btqqdms

communications through newsletters to promote the dissemination of 

information concerning developments in fair housing policy and trends in fair 

housing enforcement and complaints. 

Measurable Objective 1.1: Compilation of the database utilizing existing channels of 

communications concerning fair housing law. Note: The database will likely be 

compiled on an ongoing basis as more local providers are identified. 

 

Impediment 2: Need for additional o utreach and education. This impediment was identified 

in consultation with stakeholders who participated in the 2015 Fair Housing Focus Groups and 

Forum presentations, as well as through the review of responses to the 2015 Fair Housing 

Survey. 

 

Action 2.1: Conduct outreach and education pertaining to fair housing, targeting local 

government agencies, sub recipients or grantees of DCA funding and PHAs, with 

the goal of keeping public officials throughout the state apprised of ongoing 

changes to fair housing law and policy. 

Measurable Objective 2.1: The number of outreach and education sessions conducted 

and the number of agencies and officials participating in those sessions. 

Action 2.2: Design and implement an outreach campaign to publicize fair housing law 

and policy during fair housing month (April) of every year. 

Measurable Objective 2.2: The materials developed for the outreach campaign and the 

number of publications or websites through which those materials are 

distributed and publicized. 

 

Impediment 3: NIMBYism and public policies used to limit access to affordable housing. This 

impediment was identified through the review of responses to the 2015 Fair Housing Survey. 

 

Action 3.1: Share existing data and information on the impact of NIMBYism with sub 

recipients, local grantees and public housing agencies (PHAs) outlining the 

implications of the recent Supreme Court decision in Texas Department of 

Housing and Community Development v. Inclusive Communities Project for the 

development and placement of affordable housing units. 
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Measurable Objective 3.1: The number of local grantees and public housing agencies 

who receive the data and information disseminated, and any responses. 

 

Impediment 4: Individuals with Housing Choice Vouchers (HCVs) predominately reside in 

high minority concentrated areas. This impediment was identified through the review of the 

location of Housing Choice Voucher recipients throughout the state. 

 

Action 4.1: Conduct outreach to landlords and property owners on making units 

throughout the state available to persons with HCV while developing and 

implementing policies in the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program 

that encourage the development of affordable housing units in communities of 

opportunity. 

Measurable Objective 4.1: The number of outreach activities to landlords and property 

owners as well as documenting the policies in the Qualified Allocation Plan for 

the LIHTC program focused on affordable housing developments in 

communities of opportunities.  

 

Impediment 5: Limited knowledge of fair housing law in rural areas of the state. This 

impediment was identified through the review of the results of the 2015 Fair Housing Survey, 

as well as in consultation with stakeholders who participated in the 2015 Fair Housing Focus 

Groups and Forum presentations. 

 

Action 5.1: Conduct ongoing fair housing outreach and education sessions, in 

partnership with the entities identified in fulfilment of Public Sector Action 2.1, 

targeting housing providers and consumers. 

Measurable Objective 5.1: The number of outreach and education sessions conducted, 

and the number of participants in those outreach and education sessions. 
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SECTION II. JURISDICTIONAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 

This section presents demographic, economic, and housing information collected from the 

Census Bureau, the Bureau of Economic Analysis, the Bureau of Labor Statistics, and other 

sources. Data were used to analyze a broad range of socio-economic characteristics, including 

population growth, race, ethnicity, disability, employment, poverty, and housing trends; these 

data are also available by Census tract, and are shown in geographic maps. Ultimately, the 

information presented in this section illustrates the underlying conditions that shape housing 

market behavior and housing choice in non-entitlement areas of the State of Georgia. 

 

To supplement 2000 and 2010 Census data, data for this analysis was also gathered from the 

Census Bureauƍs American Community Survey (ACS). The ACS data cover similar topics to the 

decennial counts but include data not appearing in the 2010 Census, such as household 

income and poverty. The key difference of these datasets is that ACS data represent a five-year 

average of annual data estimates as opposed to a point-in-time 100 percent count. The ACS 

data reported herein, which span the years from 2009 through 2013, are not directly 

comparable to decennial Census counts because they do not account for certain population 

groups such as the homeless and because they are based on samples rather than counts of the 

population. However, percentage distributions from the ACS data can be compared to 

distributions from the 2000 and 2010 Censuses. 

 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
 

Population, age, race and ethnicity are important demand factors that influence choice and 

location within  local housing markets. As part of the essential 

review of the background context of the markets which housing 

choices are made in non-entitlement areas of Georgia, detailed 

population and demographic data are included to describe the 

residents of these areas. These data summarize not only the 

protected class populations, but characteristics of the total 

population for the entire ss`sdƍr mnm-entitlement areas, as well as 

the outcome of housing location choices. These data help to 

address whether over-concentrations of racial and ethnic 

minorities exist, and if so, which areas of the state are most 

affected. 

 

POPULATION DYNAMICS 
 

Table II.1 at right presents population counts in non-entitlement 

areas of the State of Georgia; as drawn from the 2000 and 2010 

Censuses; intercensal estimates for the years from 2001 through 

2009, and postcensal estimates from 2011 through 2014. As 

rgnvm+ sgd onotk`shnm ne sgd rs`sdƍr mnm-entitlement areas grew 

by 16.7 percent over the 14-year period. Growth between 

Census counts was generally steady. 

Table II.1 
Census and Intercensal 
Population Estimates 

Non-Entitlement Areas of  
Georgia 

2000, 2010 Census and Intercensal 
Estimates 

Year Estimate 

Census 2000 4,176,664 

July 2001 Est. 4,085,553 

July 2002 Est. 4,169,342 

July 2003 Est. 4,247,276 

July 2004 Est. 4,335,598 

July 2005 Est. 4,428,363 

July 2006 Est. 4,542,737 

July 2007 Est. 4,653,897 

July 2008 Est. 4,737,166 

July 2009 Est. 4,791,313 

Census 2010 4,818,708 

July 2011 Est. 4,785,953 

July 2012 Est. 4,806,769 

July 2013 Est. 4,833,883 

July 2014 Est. 4,873,929 

Change 00 ï 14  16.7% 
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POPULATION BY AGE 
 

The population ne Fdnqfh`ƍr mnm-entitlement areas increased by 15.4 percent between 2000 

and 2010, as shown in Table II.2 below. Approximately 12 percent of the 4,818,708 living in 

those non-entitlement areas were aged 55 to 64 in 2010, and a similar proportion were aged 

65 or older. These age cohorts both grew considerably in number, and as a percentage of the 

overall population, between the two Censuses. By contrast, all of the younger cohorts grew at a 

rate that was below the overall average rate, and came to represent smaller percentages of the 

population. @ rhlhk`q sqdmc v`r nardqudc hm sgd bnlahmdc onotk`shnm ne sgd rs`sdƍr dmshskdldms

areas, which grew by 21.4 percent over the decade, largely due to substantial growth in the 

number of residents aged 55 to 64, along with those aged 65 and older. 

 

Table II.2 
Population by Age 

State of Georgia 
2000 & 2010 Census SF1 Data 

Age 

2000 Census 2010 Census  % 
Change 
00ï10 Population 

% of 
Total 

Population 
% of 
Total 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 

Under 5 298,350 7.1% 328,403 6.8% 10.1% 

5 to 19 947,465 22.7% 1,046,701 21.7% 10.5% 

20 to 24 276,113 6.6% 304,761 6.3% 10.4% 

25 to 34 591,199 14.2% 589,041 12.2% -0.4% 

35 to 54 1,225,082 29.3% 1,375,550 28.5% 12.3% 

55 to 64 376,547 9.0% 575,380 11.9% 52.8% 

65 or Older 461,908 11.1% 598,872 12.4%  29.7% 

Total 4,176,664 100.0% 4,818,708 100.0% 15.4% 

Entitlement Areas of Georgia 

Under 5 296,800 7.4% 358,382 7.4% 20.7% 

5 to 19 872,155 21.8% 1,048,143 21.5% 20.2% 

20 to 24 316,083 7.9% 375,319 7.7% 18.7% 

25 to 34 708,057 17.7% 746,519 15.3% 5.4% 

35 to 54 1,208,418 30.1% 1,413,242 29.0% 16.9% 

55 to 64 284,909 7.1% 494,177 10.1% 73.5% 

65 or Older 323,367 8.1% 433,163 8.9%  34.0% 

Total 4,009,789 100.0% 4,868,945 100.0% 21.4% 

State of Georgia 

Under 5 595,150 7.3% 686,785 7.1% 15.4% 

5 to 19 1,819,620 22.2% 2,094,844 21.6% 15.1% 

20 to 24 592,196 7.2% 680,080 7.0% 14.8% 

25 to 34 1,299,256 15.9% 1,335,560 13.8% 2.8% 

35 to 54 2,433,500 29.7% 2,788,792 28.8% 14.6% 

55 to 64 661,456 8.1% 1,069,557 11.0% 61.7% 

65 or Older 785,275 9.6% 1,032,035 10.7%  31.4% 

Total 8,186,453 100.0% 9,687,653 100.0% 18.3% 

 

Sgd dkcdqkx onotk`shnm fqdv ax 18-6 odqbdms hm sgd rs`sdƍr mnm-entitlement areas between 2000 

and 2010. As shown in Table II.3 on the following page, much of this growth was attributable 

to rapid growth at the younger end of the elderly cohort, which includes residents aged 65 to 

74. These residents accounted for over 70 percent of the growth in the elderly population in 

the statdƍr mnm-dmshskdldms `qd`r+ `mc nudq 55 odqbdms ne sgd fqnvsg hm sgd rs`sdƍr dmshskdldms

areas, where the elderly population as a whole increased by 34 percent. 
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Table II.3 
Elderly Population by Age 

State of Georgia 
2000 & 2010 Census SF1 Data 

Age 

2000 Census 2010 Census % 
Change 
00ï10 Population 

% of 
Total 

Population 
% of 
Total 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 

65 to 66 59,231 12.8% 89,427 14.9% 51.0% 

67 to 69 81,878 17.7% 118,663 19.8% 44.9% 

70 to 74 118,062 25.6% 149,111 24.9% 26.3% 

75 to 79 91,423 19.8% 106,728 17.8% 16.7% 

80 to 84 60,896 13.2% 72,969 12.2% 19.8% 

85 or Older 50,418 10.9% 61,974 10.3% 22.9% 

Total 461,908 100.0% 598,872 100.0% 29.7% 

Entitlement Areas of Georgia 

65 to 66 40,177 12.4% 65,218 15.1% 62.3% 

67 to 69 55,348 17.1% 82,699 19.1% 49.4% 

70 to 74 80,999 25.0% 101,311 23.4% 25.1% 

75 to 79 66,146 20.5% 76,007 17.5% 14.9% 

80 to 84 43,258 13.4% 56,079 12.9% 29.6% 

85 or Older 37,439 11.6% 51,849 12.0% 38.5% 

Total 323,367 100.0% 433,163 100.0% 34.0% 

State of Georgia 

65 to 66 99,408 12.7% 154,645 15.0% 55.6% 

67 to 69 137,226 17.5% 201,362 19.5% 46.7% 

70 to 74 199,061 25.3% 250,422 24.3% 25.8% 

75 to 79 157,569 20.1% 182,735 17.7% 16.0% 

80 to 84 104,154 13.3% 129,048 12.5% 23.9% 

85 or Older 87,857 11.2% 113,823 11.0% 29.6% 

Total 785,275 100.0% 1,032,035 100.0% 31.4% 

 

POPULATION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY 
 

Md`qkx sgqdd pt`qsdqr ne sgd qdrhcdmsr hm sgd rs`sdƍr mnm-entitlement areas were white in 2000, 

while 21.6 percent of residents were black. As shown in Table II.4 on the following page, these 

percentages declined slightly over the following decade, due in large part to rapid growth in 

sgd odqbdms`fd ne qdrhcdmsr vgn hcdmshehdc sgdhq q`bd `r ƏnsgdqƐ- Rhlhk`qkx+ sgd mnm-Hispanic 

population declined as a proportion of the total non-entitlement population by just under three 

percentage points, while Hispanic residents of all races grew as a percentage of the total 

population. By 2010, around 6.4 percent of the non-entitlement population was Hispanic. 

Hispanic residents also accounted for a larger percentage ne sgd onotk`shnm hm sgd rs`sdƍr

entitlement areas in that year, at 11.2 percent, as did the black population, which represented 

39.4 percent of the entitlement-area population. 
 

Ak`bj qdrhcdmsr ne sgd rs`sdƍr mnm-entitlement areas tended to be more concentrated in Census 

tracts in the center of the state, as shown in Map II.1 on page 19. In many Census tracts 

throughout this area, black residents represented more than three-quarters of all residents in 

2000, and as much as 98.2 percent of the population. These areas include Census tracts in and 

around Dublin, Albany, Warner Robins, and Hinesville, along with some large, rural Census 

tracts near Greensboro. Many of these areas retained high percentages of black residents in 

2010, as shown in Map II.2 on page 20. Indeed, the overall distribution of black residents in 

the state was similar in 2010 to what it had been at the beginning of the decade. However, 

black residents had come to account for considerably larger percentages of the population in 
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suburban Census tracts near the Atlanta metropolitan area. In both years, black residents 

accounted for relatively small percentages of the population in Census tracts throughout the 

north of the state. 
 

Table II.4 
Population by Race and Ethnicity, 2000 and 2010 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 
2000 & 2010 Census SF1 Data 

Race 

2000 Census 2010 Census % 
Change 
00ï10 Population 

% of 
Total 

Population 
% of 
Total 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 

White 3,115,416 74.6% 3,467,846 72.0% 11.3% 

Black 900,590 21.6% 1,034,419 21.5% 14.9% 

American Indian 11,718 0.3% 15,095 0.3% 28.8% 

Asian 33,670 0.8% 66,479 1.4% 97.4% 

Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 2,042 0.0% 3,051 0.1% 49.4% 

Other 69,917 1.7% 147,987 3.1% 111.7% 

Two or More Races 43,311 1.0% 83,831 1.7% 93.6% 

Total 4,176,664 100.0% 4,818,708 100.0% 15.4% 

Non-Hispanic 4,028,096 96.4% 4,511,071 93.6% 12.0% 

Hispanic 148,568 3.6% 307,637 6.4% 107.1% 

Entitlement Areas of Georgia 

White 2,211,865 55.2% 2,319,594 47.6% 4.9% 

Black 1,448,952 36.1% 1,916,016 39.4% 32.2% 

American Indian 10,019 0.2% 17,056 0.4% 70.2% 

Asian 139,500 3.5% 247,988 5.1% 77.8% 

Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 2,204 0.1% 3,748 0.1% 70.1% 

Other 126,372 3.2% 240,885 4.9% 90.6% 

Two or More Races 70,877 1.8% 123,658 2.5% 74.5% 

Total 4,009,789 100.0% 4,868,945 100.0% 21.4% 

Non-Hispanic 3,723,130 92.9% 4,322,893 88.8% 16.1% 

Hispanic 286,659 7.1% 546,052 11.2% 90.5% 

State of Georgia 

White 5,327,281 65.1% 5,787,440 59.7% 8.6% 

Black 2,349,542 28.7% 2,950,435 30.5% 25.6% 

American Indian 21,737 0.3% 32,151 0.3% 47.9% 

Asian 173,170 2.1% 314,467 3.2% 81.6% 

Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 4,246 0.1% 6,799 0.1% 60.1% 

Other 196,289 2.4% 388,872 4.0% 98.1% 

Two or More Races 114,188 1.4% 207,489 2.1% 81.7% 

Total 8,186,453 100.0% 9,687,653 100.0% 18.3% 

Non-Hispanic 7,751,226 94.7% 8,833,964 91.2% 14.0% 

Hispanic 435,227 5.3% 853,689 8.8% 96.1% 

 

Hispanic residents, who accounted for 3.6 percent of the rs`sdƍr mnm-entitlement population in 

2000, tended to be most highly concentrated in northern Census tracts, as shown in Map II.3 

on page 21. The highest concentrations of Hispanic residents were observed around 

Gainesville, where as much as 69.2 percent of residents were Hispanic; to the southeast of 

Atlanta; and around Dalton in the north. There was also a band of Census tracts in the 

southeast of the state with above average concentrations of Hispanic residents. 
 

The distribution of the Hispanic populathnm sgqntfgnts sgd rs`sdƍr mnm-entitlement areas was 

similar in 2010 to what it had been in 2000, as shown in Map II.4 on page 22. However, 

Hispanic residents had come to account for even larger percentages of the population in areas 

in which these residents were previously concentrated. 
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Map II.1 

Black Population by Census Tract, 2000 
Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 

2000 Census Data 
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Map II.2 
Black Population by Census Tract, 2010 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 
2010 Census Data 
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Map II.3 
Hispanic Population by Census Tract, 2000 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 
2000 Census Data 
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Map II.4 
Percent Hispanic Population by Census Tract, 2010 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 
2010 Census Data 
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Since 2010, black and Hispanic residents have continued to represent similar percentages of the 

onotk`shnm hm sgd rs`sdƍr dmshskdldms `qd`r- Sgd r`ld v`r sqtd hm sgd rs`sdƍr mnm-entitlement areas, 

as shown in Table II.5 below. 

 
Table II.5 

Population by Race and Ethnicity, After 2010 
Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 

2000 & 2010 Census SF1 Data 

Race 
2010 Census 2013 5-Year ACS Census 

Population % of Total Population % of Total 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 

White 3,467,846 72.0% 3,533,365 72.9% 

Black 1,034,419 21.5% 1,054,800 21.8% 

American Indian 15,095 0.3% 11,240 0.2% 

Asian 66,479 1.4% 69,723 1.4% 

Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 3,051 0.1% 1,547 0.0% 

Other 147,987 3.1% 98,061 2.0% 

Two or More Races 83,831 1.7% 78,400 1.6% 

Total 4,818,708 100.0% 4,847,136 100.0% 

Non-Hispanic 4,511,071 93.6% 4,528,574 93.4% 

Hispanic 307,637 6.4% 318,562 6.6% 

Entitlement Areas of Georgia 

White 2,319,594 47.6% 2,415,612 48.7% 

Black 1,916,016 39.4% 1,956,184 39.4% 

American Indian 17,056 0.4% 13,256 0.3% 

Asian 247,988 5.1% 260,669 5.3% 

Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 3,748 0.1% 3,007 0.1% 

Other 240,885 4.9% 199,783 4.0% 

Two or More Races 123,658 2.5% 114,770 2.3% 

Total 4,868,945 100.0% 4,963,281 100.0% 

Non-Hispanic 4,322,893 88.8% 4,405,994 88.8% 

Hispanic 546,052 11.2% 557,287 11.2% 

State of Georgia 

White 5,787,440 59.7% 5,948,977 60.6% 

Black 2,950,435 30.5% 3,010,984 30.7% 

American Indian 32,151 0.3% 24,496 0.2% 

Asian 314,467 3.2% 330,392 3.4% 

Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 6,799 0.1% 4,554 0.0% 

Other 388,872 4.0% 297,844 3.0% 

Two or More Races 207,489 2.1% 193,170 2.0% 

Total 9,687,653 100.0% 9,810,417 100.0% 

Non-Hispanic 8,833,964 91.2% 8,934,568 91.1% 

Hispanic 853,689 8.8% 875,849 8.9% 

 

DISABILITY STATUS 
 

Over one-fifth of residents in the rs`sdƍr mnm-entitlement areas were living with some form of 

disability in 2000, as shown in Table II.6 on the following page, along with 17.7 percent of the 

rs`sdƍr dmshskdldms onotk`shnm- @bbnqchmf sn sgd 1/02 Ehud-Xd`q @BR+ 02-8 odqbdms ne sgd rs`sdƍr

non-entitlement residents were living with disabilities in 2009-2013, as was 10 percent of the 

entitlement population, as shown in Table II.7 on the following page. It is important to note 

that those figures do not necessarily represent a drop in the disability rate. Because the 

definition of disability employed in 2000 differs considerably from the new definition adopted 

in 2008, figures from each year represent somewhat different populations, though there is 

considerable overlap between the two. For that reason, the Census Bureau discourages direct 

comparisons of figures from before and after 2008. 
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Residents with disabilities accounted for over a fifth of the 

rs`sdƍr mnm-entitlement population in 2000. As shown in Map 

II.5 on the following page, residents with disabilities were not 

highly clustered in any specific geographic region. However, 

suburban Census tracts surrounding the Atlanta metropolitan 

area had lower-than-average disability rates, almost without 

exception, as well as in Census tracts near Savannah. This was 

due, in Census tracts to the northeast and west of Atlanta, to 

the large population of those Census tracts rather than the 

absence of residents with disabilities. By contrast, relatively 

few residents with disabilities lived in Census tracts between 

Atlanta and Macon in 2000. 

 

The overall distribution of the population with disabilities had 

changed little by 2009-2013, as shown in Map II.6 on page 

26. Census tracts with above-average disability rates were 

scattered throughout the state, as were tracts with below 

average disability rates. However, there were notable clusters 

of tracts with below-average disability rates in suburban 

Census tracts in and around the Atlanta metropolitan area and Savannah. Disability rates 

tended to be lower in coastal Census tracts. 

 

Table II.7 
Disability by Age 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 
2013 Five-Year ACS Data 

Age 

Male Female Total 

Disabled  Disability  Disabled  Disability  Disabled  Disability  

Population Rate Population Rate Population Rate 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 

Under 5 1,641 1.0% 1,112 0.7% 2,753 0.9% 

5 to 17 30,934 6.7% 18,536 4.2% 49,470 5.5% 

18 to 34 33,759 7.0% 31,374 6.2% 65,133 6.6% 

35 to 64 145,556 15.9% 150,794 15.3% 296,350 15.6% 

65 to 74 55,429 31.5% 59,986 30.0% 115,415 30.7% 

75 or Older 49,031 52.2% 80,765 56.9% 129,796 55.0% 

Total 316,350 13.8% 342,567 14.1% 658,917 13.9% 

Entitlement Areas of Georgia 

Under 5 1,525 0.8% 1,309 0.7% 2,834 0.8% 

5 to 17 26,816 5.8% 15,539 3.5% 42,355 4.7% 

18 to 34 31,645 5.2% 31,133 4.8% 62,778 5.0% 

35 to 64 98,282 10.8% 117,300 11.6% 215,582 11.3% 

65 to 74 29,753 24.8% 39,776 26.9% 69,529 26.0% 

75 or Older 32,142 48.1% 63,571 55.7% 95,713 52.9% 

Total 220,163 9.4% 268,628 10.6% 488,791 10.0% 

State of Georgia 

Under 5 3,166 0.9% 2,421 0.7% 5,587 0.8% 

5 to 17 57,750 6.3% 34,075 3.9% 91,825 5.1% 

18 to 34 65,404 6.0% 62,507 5.4% 127,911 5.7% 

35 to 64 243,838 13.4% 268,094 13.4% 511,932 13.4% 

65 to 74 85,182 28.8% 99,762 28.7% 184,944 28.7% 

75 or Older 81,173 50.5% 144,336 56.3% 225,509 54.1% 

Total 536,513 11.6% 611,195 12.3% 1,147,708 11.9% 

  

Table II.6 
Disability by Age 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 
2000 Census SF3 Data 

Age 

Total 

Disabled  Disability  

Population Rate 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 

5 to 15 41,692 6.0% 

16 to 64 549,598 21.0% 

65 and older 217,934 49.3% 

Total 809,224 21.6% 

Entitlement Areas of Georgia 

5 to 15 35,413 5.5% 

16 to 64 471,564 17.5% 

65 and older 140,611 45.0% 

Total 647,588 17.7% 

State of Georgia 

5 to 15 77,105 5.7% 

16 to 64 1,021,162 19.2% 

65 and older 358,545 47.5% 

Total 1,456,812 19.7% 
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Map II.5 
Population with Disabilities by Census Tract, 2000 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 
2000 Census Data 
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Map II.6 
Population with Disabilities by Census Tract, 2009-2013 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 
2009-2013 ACS Data 
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Disability rates were higher for older residents than for younger residents in 2000 and 2008-

2012. Just fewer than 50 percent of residents aged 65 and above, i.e., elderly residents, were 

reported to be living with disabilities in 2000. In 2008-2012, approximately forty percent of 

elderly residents were living with some form of disability. This trend, along with the growth in 

the elderly population in recent years discussed previously, is likely to increase demand for 

`bbdrrhakd gntrhmf hm sgd rs`sdƍr mnm-entitlement areas. 

 

EMPLOYMENT DATA 
 

Data indicating the size and dynamics of job markets in the non-entitlement areas of Georgia, 

workforce, incomes, and persons in poverty provide essential contextual background and 

indicate the potential buying power of residents when making a housing choice. 

 

LABOR FORCE AND EMPLOYMENT 
 

The Bureau of Labor Statistics collects data on labor force participation and employment, and 

represents a count of people either working or seeking work. These data are collected through 

the Current Employment Statistics program, which surveys about 144,000 businesses and 

government agencies each month. The unemployment rate is based on the gap between the 

number of employed persons and the total number in the labor force; this gap is represented as 

a percentage of the total labor force. 

 

Fqnvsg hm sgd rs`sdƍr mnm-entitlement8 labor markets was steady from 1990 through 2000, as 

shown in Diagram II.1 on the following page. Between 1990 and 1992, roughly 16,000 

workers were being hired every year on average. That figure rose to more than 50,000 per year 

from 1992 through 2000, after which growth in the number of employed slowed to a trickle. 

Strong growth resumed in 2002, albeit at a slower pace than before 2000. This growth began 

to slacken in 2007 and, in the following year, the number of employed decreased for the first 

time in nearly two decades. However, the more dramatic drop in the number of employed 

came in 2009, when the number of employed persons in the state decreased by over 120,000. 

Since 2010, the job market has shown signs of recovery, though the rate of growth since that 

time has, on average, been below what was observed in the early 1990s. 

 

Recent trends in the labor market reflect the impact of the nationwide recession of 2008 and 

2009. The Obama Administration identified the State of Georgia, along with 17 other states 

and the District of Columbia, as one of the ̀ qd`r sg`s v`r Əg`qcdrs ghsƐ ax sgd gntrhmf bqhrhr+

based on unemployment figures and sharp declines in home values. The purpose of the 

Hardest Hit Fund was to provide targeted relief to homeowners whose home values had 

declined as a result of the recession, and who were struggling to pay their mortgages in the 

face of high unemployment.9 

 
  

                                                 
8 Note that the cities of Brunswick and Columbus are included in thd rs`sdƍr mnm-entitlement areas for the purposes of the following 

discussion: because BLS data were not available for those cities, they could not be excluded from the analysis. 
9 ƏG`qcdrs Ghs EtmcƐ- TR Cdo`qsldms ne Sqd`rtqx vdarhsd- @bbdrrdc Mnudladq 3+ 1/04 eqnl

http://www.treasury.gov/initiatives/financial-stability/TARP-Programs/housing/hhf/Pages/default.aspx. 
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Diagram II.1 
Employment and Labor Force 

State of Georgia 
1990-2013 BLS Data 

 
 

For most of those two decades trends in the labor force, which includes the number of 

employed as well as the number of those who are unemployed but looking for work, closely 

followed trends in the number of employed. In fact, as shown in Diagram II.2 below, the gap 

between the two narrowed between 1992 and 2000, leading to a steady decline in the 

unemployment rate during that period. However, the labor force continued to grow through 

2008 amid slackening growth in the number of employed: the result was a 1.7 percentage 

point increase in the unemployment rate in that year. The dramatic drop in the number of 

employed the following year led to an even more dramatic increase in the unemployment rate, 

which rose to 9.7 percent in 2009 and topped ten percent the following year. Since that time, 

the unemployment rate has fallen steadily, due in part to stagnation in the labor force and 

steady, though slow, yearly growth in the number of employed. 

 

Diagram II.2 
Unemployment Rate 

State of Georgia 
1990-2013 BLS Data 
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Monthly unemployment data from the BLS indicate that high rates in unemployment persisted 

through early-2011. As shown in Diagram II.3 below, the unemployment rate has been on an 

overall decline since that time, notwithstanding the pronounced seasonal spikes in the 

unemployment rate in the winter and summer months. 

 

Diagram II.3 
Monthly Unemployment Rate 

State of Georgia 
1990-2013 BLS Data 

 
 

FULL- AND PART-TIME EMPLOYMENT AND EARNINGS 
 

The Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) provided additional economic data for the State of 

Fdnqfh`- Sgd AD@ cdehmdr Əsns`k dloknxldmsƐ `r ` bntms ne jobs rather than workers, so 

workers can be counted twice in these data, e.g., those who work two or more part-time jobs. 

That the smallest geographic area for which these data are available is the county: as a result, 

lnrs ne sgd rs`sdƍr dmshskdldms itqhsdictions could not be excluded from the analysis. For that 

qd`rnm+ sgd sqdmcr chrbtrrdc adknv odqs`hm sn sgd dmshqd rs`sd+ q`sgdq sg`m itrs sgd rs`sdƍr mnm-

entitlement areas.  

 

As shown in Diagram II.4 below, trends in total employment largely corresponded to trends in 

employment discussed above in the period from 1990 through 2013. In fact, these data suggest 

that at the state level, the steady growth of the 1990s and early 2000s is part of a larger trend in 

the state that stretches back to at least the early 1980s. That growth decreased off dramatically 

in 2001, and the total number of full- and part-time jobs in the state did not begin to grow 

again until 2004. The renewal of growth in total employment after 2004 was relatively short-

lived, however, as the state lost around 286,000 full- and part-time jobs from 2008 through 

2010. Total employment has grown steadily since 2010, and stood at 5,504,086 jobs in 2013. 

  

6.7 

6.6 

5.0

6.0

7.0

8.0

9.0

10.0

11.0

12.0

J
a
n

M
a

r
M

a
y

J
u

l
S

e
p

N
o

v
J
a
n

M
a

r
M

a
y

J
u

l
S

e
p

N
o

v
J
a
n

M
a

r
M

a
y

J
u

l
S

e
p

N
o

v
J
a
n

M
a

r
M

a
y

J
u

l
S

e
p

N
o

v
J
a
n

M
a

r
M

a
y

J
u

l
S

e
p

N
o

v
J
a
n

M
a

r
M

a
y

J
u

l
S

e
p

N
o

v
J
a
n

M
a

r
M

a
y

J
u

l
S

e
p

N
o

v

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

U
n

e
m

p
lo

y
m

e
n

t 
R

a
te

 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia State of Georgia



II. Jurisdictional Background Information 

 

2016 State of Georgia  Final Report 

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 30 March 31, 2016 

Diagram II.4 
Full- and Part-Time Employment 

State of Georgia 
1969ï2013 BEA Data 

 
@r lnqd `mc lnqd inar vdqd `ccdc sn sgd rs`sdƍr dbnmnlx adsvddm 088/ `mc 1///+ sgd

average amount that workers earned at those jobs grew considerably. However, as shown in 

Diagram II.5 below, growth in real average earnings per job had already begun to slow by 

2000, and began to decline in the mid-2000s after peaking at $52,323 per year in 2003, in 

2014 dollars. By 2011, average earnings had fallen below $50,000 and, though earnings have 

begun to rebound in recent years, they have yet to rise to the levels observed in the early 

2000s. 

 

Diagram II.5 
Real Average Earnings Per Job 

State of Georgia 
1969ï2013 BEA Data, 2014 Dollars 

 
Unlike earnings, growth in real per capita income (PCI) was steady throughout the nineties and 

continued to grow through the year 2000. However, as shown in Diagram II.6 on the following 

page, growth in real PCI leveled off after 2000. Modest growth in incomes resumed in 2005, 

only to end in 2008 with a decline in PCI of around $515 per year. That decline accelerated in 
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the following year, and by 2010 the average resident had an income that was roughly $2,800 

per year lower, in real dollars, than it had been in 2007. Real PCI ticked upward in 2011, 

though growth has been tepid since that time. 

 

Diagram II.6 
Real Per Capita Income 

State of Georgia 
1969ï2013 BEA Data, 2014 Dollars 

 

INCOME DATA 
 

HOUSEHOLD INCOME 
 

Sgd `udq`fd hmbnld hm sgd rs`sdƍr mnm-entitlement areas appears to have increased between 

2000 and 2013, as the growth in the number and percentage of higher income households 

outpaced growth in lower income households. As shown in Table II.8 on the following page, 

the most pronounced growth occurred among households earning more than $100,000 per 

year, which more than doubled in number over the time period and came to account for 16.8 

odqbdms ne `kk gntrdgnkcr hm sgd rs`sdƍr mnm-entitlement areas in 2009-2013. By contrast, the 

number of households earning less than $15,000 per year decreased by over 16,000. In the 

entitlement areas of the state, a different pattern emerged, as the number and percentage of 

households earning less than $20,000 grew, the number and percentage of households earning 

more than $100,000 grew considerably more, and the percentage of all households in between 

decreased. 
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Table II.8 
Households by Income 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 
2000 Census SF3 & 2013 Five-Year ACS Data 

Income 
2000 Census 2013 Five-Year ACS 

Households % of Total Households % of Total 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 

Less than $15,000 279,869 18.4% 263,565 15.3% 

$15,000 to $19,999 101,246 6.7% 105,643 6.1% 

$20,000 to $24,999 106,960 7.1% 105,348 6.1% 

$25,000 to $34,999 203,763 13.4% 192,636 11.2% 

$35,000 to $49,999 262,518 17.3% 247,529 14.4% 

$50,000 to $74,999 293,517 19.3% 317,034 18.4% 

$75,000 to $99,999 137,633 9.1% 201,922 11.7% 

$100,000 or More 131,444 8.7% 289,444 16.8% 

Total 1,516,950 100.0% 1,723,121 100.0% 

Entitlement Areas of Georgia 

Less than $15,000 201,006 13.5% 246,502 13.7% 

$15,000 to $19,999 76,430 5.1% 94,430 5.3% 

$20,000 to $24,999 84,643 5.7% 95,231 5.3% 

$25,000 to $34,999 174,926 11.7% 190,977 10.6% 

$35,000 to $49,999 240,443 16.1% 241,272 13.4% 

$50,000 to $74,999 299,686 20.1% 317,482 17.7% 

$75,000 to $99,999 174,018 11.7% 205,206 11.4% 

$100,000 or More 239,576 16.1% 403,876 22.5% 

Total 1,490,728 100.0% 1,794,976 100.0% 

State of Georgia 

Less than $15,000 480,875 16.0% 510,067 14.5% 

$15,000 to $19,999 177,676 5.9% 200,073 5.7% 

$20,000 to $24,999 191,603 6.4% 200,579 5.7% 

$25,000 to $34,999 378,689 12.6% 383,613 10.9% 

$35,000 to $49,999 502,961 16.7% 488,801 13.9% 

$50,000 to $74,999 593,203 19.7% 634,516 18.0% 

$75,000 to $99,999 311,651 10.4% 407,128 11.6% 

$100,000 or More 371,020 12.3% 693,320 19.7% 

Total 3,007,678 100.0% 3,518,097 100.0% 

 

POVERTY 
 

In spite of the shift toward higher incomes, the poverty rate10 hm sgd rs`sdƍr mnm-entitlement 

areas increased after 2000, rising from 13.7 percent to 18.1 percent in 2009-2013, as shown in 

Table II.9 on the following page- Sgd r`ld v`r sqtd hm sgd rs`sdƍr dmshskdldms `qd`r+ sgntfg

here the increase was more pronounced: from 12.3 percent in 2000, the poverty rate had 

grown to 18.3 percent by 2013.  
  

                                                 
10 The Census Bureau uses a set of income thresholds that vary by family size and composition to determine poverty status. If a e`lhkxƍr

total income is less than the threshold for its size, then that family, and every individual in it, is considered poor. The official poverty 

definition counts income before taxes and does not include capital gains and non-cash benefits such as Medicaid and food stamps. 
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Table II.9 
Poverty by Age 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 
2000 Census SF3 & 2013 Five-Year ACS Data 

Age 

2000 Census 2013 Five-Year ACS 

Persons in 
Poverty 

% of Total 
Persons in 

Poverty 
% of Total 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 

Under 6 67,278 12.2% 107,352 12.6% 

6 to 17 130,604 23.6% 191,106 22.5% 

18 to 64 288,818 52.2% 482,896 56.8% 

65 or Older 66,417 12.0% 69,150 8.1% 

Total 553,117 100.0% 850,504 100.0% 

Poverty Rate 13.7% . 18.1% . 

Entitlement Areas of Georgia 

Under 6 60,073 12.5% 124,999 14.1% 

6 to 17 107,451 22.4% 197,871 22.3% 

18 to 64 277,341 57.7% 514,007 58.0% 

65 or Older 35,811 7.5% 49,299 5.6% 

Total 480,676 100.0% 886,176 100.0% 

Poverty Rate 12.3% . 18.3% . 

State of Georgia 

Under 6 127,351 12.3% 232,351 13.4% 

6 to 17 238,055 23.0% 388,977 22.4% 

18 to 64 566,159 54.8% 996,903 57.4% 

65 or Older 102,228 9.9% 118,449 6.8% 

Total 1,033,793 100.0% 1,736,680 100.0% 

Poverty Rate 13.0% . 18.2% . 

 

In 2000, Census tracts with relatively high concentrations of residents living in poverty tended 

to be clustered in rural areas in the center and south of the state, as shown in Map II.7 on the 

following page. More than half of the population was living in poverty in Census tracts in and 

around Statesboro and Dublin. By comparison, most of the Census tracts in the northern part of 

the state, including suburban Census tracts in and around the Atlanta metropolitan area, had 

below average poverty rates in 2000. 

 

By 2009-2013, that picture had changed considerably. As shown in Map II.8 on page 35, 

poverty had become more widespread in the northern part of the state since 2000, even as the 

nudq`kk onudqsx q`sd hm sgd rs`sdƍr mnm-entitlement areas grew by over four percentage points. 

Relatively high poverty rates persisted in those areas that were observed to hold high 

concentrations of residents living in poverty in 2000, including Statesboro and Dublin. 
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Map II.7 
Poverty Rate by Census Tract, 2000 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 
2000 Census Data 
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Map II.8 
Poverty Rate by Census Tract, 2009-2013 

Non-Entitlement Areas of Georgia 
2009-2013 ACS Data 

 

   

  


















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































